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ABSTRACT 
 
The purpose of this study was to investigate the impact of the Read 180 program as a 
Response to Intervention reading strategy tool for middle school students. This study explored 
the effect of the RtI-designed technology-based reading program on seventh and eighth-grade 
students labeled as at-risk for reading failure. Data was analyzed using the standardized 
analysis of covariance (ANCOVA). Participants in this study were given pseudonyms to 
protect their identity and scores. In addition, pseudonyms for the county and school where 
research was conducted were provided. The results of the study indicated that the Read 180 
program at the focus school of this study did impact the reading achievement of Read 180 
participants.  
Keywords:  {No Child Left Behind, Lexile, Response to Intervention, Georgia Criterion 
Reference Competency Test, Adequate Yearly Progress, At-risk Students, Struggling Reader.} 
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 
 
Background 
 
In 2001, when then President George W. Bush introduced the No Child Left Behind 
Act, it restructured the way education was implemented throughout America. The urgency for 
reform stemmed from continual literacy declines amongst students. A steady drumbeat of base 
evidence in scientific journals and the popular media continues to declare that significant 
numbers of American children are not developing the skills they need to be successful in 
school and the work place (Morrison, Bachman, & Connor, 2005). To protect all learners, 
educational lawmakers restructured the Individuals with Disabilities Act of 2004 to reflect the 
needs and demands of the No Child Left Behind Act.  Together, reformers of both the No 
Child Left Behind Act and the Individuals with Disabilities Act originated the Response to 
Intervention model as a way to target and implement research-based instruction for struggling 
readers and students. 
In order to meet the challenges of the No Child Left Behind Act, schools not only have 
adopted the Response to Intervention (RtI) model, but they also have integrated technology 
literacy programs with the RtI model to help capture literacy success.  In today’s society, there 
are many technology tools and advancements that can enhance student literacy.  These tools 
have been shown to be essential components of schools’ data-driven educational strategies and 
reading intervention efforts; it is often difficult to collect, manage, and analyze data  
meaningfully without the use of such technology tools (McIntire, 2002; McLeod, 2005b; 
Pierce, 2005; Waymon, 2005).  With the RtI model being driven by best practices and 
scientifically- based research, schools have embraced the technological research-based reading 
program known 
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as “Read 180.” This program serves as an intervention tool for the RtI model for many schools 
nationwide.  In the eleven years since Read 180 was first implemented in the classroom, it has 
been subject to continuous research and evaluation. Thirty-seven studies have proven that 
Read 180 has a positive impact on children’s achievement across multiple grade levels and 
student types (Scholastic, 2011).  Despite successful studies, researchers, such as Davidson and 
Miller (2002), support the need to investigate further the effectiveness of the Read 180 program 
on sub- groups and implementation, while other researchers, such as Hasselbring and Goins, 
report differently. 
Hasselbring and Goins (2004) reported on the effectiveness of technology for 
improving reading among at-risk students and students with special needs, in part because of 
the ever- improving capacity of instructional technology tools to individualize, customize, 
adapt, monitor, and engage. With dismal literacy rates amongst students and accountability 
measures burdening schools, is the integration of technology with the RtI model going to 
provide the results needed to save student literacy and education?  According to the 2007 
Nation’s Report Card, from the National Center for Education Statistics, just one-third of 
public-school fourth graders -- and fewer than one-third of eighth graders -- read at or above 
grade level (Lee, Grigg, & Donahue, 2007).  Twenty years after the “A Nation at Risk” report, 
George W. Bush implemented the 2001, No Child Left Behind Act to attempt to rectify what 
the “A Nation at Risk” report predicted years earlier.  A 2000 reading assessment for fourth 
grade students yielded that only 8% of the nation’s youth were reading at advanced levels, 
while 63% were reading only at a basic level (Donahue, 2001). 
The No Child Left Behind Act sought to hold educators accountable for student 
achievement through a series of regulated, high-stakes testing that reviewed and graded 
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educators and school systems on reading and math performances.  A 2002 report from the 
President's Commission on Special Education estimated that 80 percent of students who 
receive an SLD diagnosis--two out of five special education students--are assigned to the 
program "simply because they haven't learned how to read (Snell, 2002). This trend is 
especially troubling when one considers a child's dismal chances of learning to read through 
special education. The longer students remain in special education, the lower their reading 
ability when compared to that of other poor readers (Snell, 2002). As the rate for special 
education services increases, it is important that the Read 180 program serves as an accurate 
intervention model.  In order to assure the success of students and the program, there is a need 
for continuous studies to be conducted on the impact and implementation of the Read 180 
program on various student populations (Davidson & Miller, 2002). 
The accountability measures created from the No Child Left Behind Act influenced 
change for the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act that was modified in 2004.  The 
implementation of the No Child Left Behind Act caused educators to spotlight major student 
groups, such as the special education population.  This is a larger student group that exhibits 
reading difficulties, thus receiving a greater impact from reforms due to the group’s increased 
reading difficulties (Fuchs & Fuchs, 1998; Vaughn & Fuchs, 2007).  The No Child Left 
Behind Act includes special education in all aspects of its accountability system in order to 
make schools accountable to the needs of struggling students and students with disabilities 
(Yell, Katsiyannas, & Shiner, 2006, p. 34).  To better align with the No Child Left Behind Act, 
changes regarding the identification and services for special education were reviewed. Target 
areas such as data reporting, assessments, instructional delivery, and the implementation of 
individual educational plans (IEP) have been a direct focus (LeFave, 2010). According to 
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Kozel (2005), the accountability provisions of the No Child Left Behind Act have had a huge 
impact on schools. One such impact includes complex data-collection procedures that measure 
school systems’ response to intervention in students qualifying for special education services.  
Another affect includes putting pressure on schools to eliminate aspects of the curricula that do 
not address literacy and math, so that services can be reduced to low performing students, and 
otherwise marginalize special education. The No Child Left Behind Act includes special 
education in all aspects of its accountability system in order to make schools accountable to the 
needs of struggling learners and students with disabilities (Yell, Katsiyannas, & Shiner, 2006). 
To improve on identifying and serving students in regular and special education, the RtI 
program was proposed in the revised Individuals with Disabilities Education Act of 2004. The 
new goal for educators under the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act was to create 
early and intensive interventions in the regular education classroom based on student 
characteristics. The No Child Left Behind Act and the Individuals with Disabilities Education 
Act mandate that educators implement research-based and best practices reading instruction 
within the classrooms to promote literacy.  The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB) 
requires states to test students in specified subjects and grades; to establish minimum 
performance standards for students, schools and school districts; and to provide assistance for 
and impose sanctions on schools and districts that do not meet performance goals as a 
condition of receiving federal aid (Goertz, 2005). Such policies and changes have been 
enforced due to state and school districts being held accountable for reading achievement, thus 
requiring all instructional techniques and avenues to be explored before students are 
recommended for special education services and continue to decline on their reading 
performances and levels. 
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According to Jacob and Hartshorne (2003), the purpose of No Child Left Behind is to 
close the achievement gap with accountability, flexibility, and choice, so that no child is left 
behind.  The law stipulates school faculty, both instructional facilitators and educational 
leadership, be held accountable for the success of students’ academic achievement (Jacob & 
Hartshorne, 2003).  The goal of the No Child Left Behind Act is to have 100% of all students 
passing high stakes tests in subject areas such as reading (U.S. Department of Education, 2001). 
Despite educator reform efforts, this goal does not appear to be realistic. 
Teachers and administrators stated that the No Child Left Behind Act set impossibly 
high standards, narrowed curriculums, forced teachers to teach to tests, and over identified 
sufficient schools as being “in need of improvement”(Webly, 2012). The No Child Left 
Behind Act triggered many school systems to water down standards to ensure that its rigid 
benchmarks were being met (Webly, 2012). With much garnered criticism and review, the No 
Child Left Behind Act was critiqued and waived in 2011 by the Obama administration, in 
hopes of pursuing efficient educational achievement (U.S. Department of Education, 2011). 
To ensure that student needs were being met without demanding unattainable and 
unrealistic goals, a No Child Left Behind Act waiver was introduced to support state and local 
education reform goals.  In 2011, President Obama declared that states could request 
flexibility from specific No Child Left Behind Act mandates that are stifling reform, only if 
states are transitioning students, teachers, and school systems to a system aligned with college- 
and career- ready standards for all students developing differentiated accountability systems, 
and undertaking reforms to support effective classroom and school leadership (U.S. 
Department of Education, 2011).  The waiver for the No Child Left Behind Act does not 
eliminate the reform policy or its expectations.  Instead, it allows states to find other 
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progressive means to meet the criteria set forth by policy. 
Despite a new reform to the No Child Left Behind Act, it can be noted that both 
previous and current educational reform policies have a continued focus on addressing the 
student achievement gap that exists.  With the new No Child Left Behind Act waiver being  
implemented, more than 40 states have committed to adopting the Common Core State 
Standards to meet the waiver guidelines (Gibbs, 2011).  Despite changes, the Response to 
Intervention model remains at the forefront for ensuring student success under the Common 
Core State Standards.  Educators and administrators abroad are continuing to embed the 
Response to Intervention model that was created under the No Child Left Behind Act to the 
newly reformed Common Core Standards (Gibbs, 2011).  Under the Common Core State 
Standards, school systems are expected to conduct assessments to determine the specific type 
of literacy intervention needed, develop tiers of literacy instruction and intervention designed 
to maximize student outcomes, set literacy intervention goals and monitor progress, make data-
based decisions to enhance student literacy outcomes, and compare and contrast specific 
literacy intervention programs (Gibbs, 2011). 
Problem Statement 
 
Despite the growing popularity of the Read 180 program at a national level, the 
problem remains that there is a lack of documentation demonstrating Read 180 class 
achievement and student reading achievement on the reading section of the Georgia Criterion 
Reference Competency Test (CRCT) at Templeton Middle School. This study attempts to 
investigate how the Read 180 program impacts the identified reading gap amongst 
participants.  In addition to a lack of data regarding how Read 180 participants’ reading is 
impacted, Templeton Middle School does not have adequate data regarding how Read 180 
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participants reading achievement compares to students not enrolled within the program. 
Templeton Middle School has a modified implementation of the Read 180 program that is not 
offered to all students enrolled in Read 180 programs nationwide. 
This modified implementation of the program becomes a major concern, as possible 
benefits of the program may or may not be received by participants based upon gender. There 
is no data based upon a gender sub-group to identify how male and female reading skills 
correlate and/or compare in regards to reading achievement performances on high stakes tests.  
It is important to identify how effective the Read 180 program is on improving reading ability 
based upon gender sub-groups, as more research is linking a predominate gender group to high 
school dropout rates due to inadequate reading skills. 
As previous and current accountability reform laws continue to challenge primary and 
secondary schools to increase student reading abilities, school administrators and educators are 
trying to meet the slated criteria and accountabilities established by the No Child Left Behind 
Act and the Response to Intervention plan set forth by the 2004 Individuals with Disabilities 
Education Act.  In the state of Georgia, the CRCT is administered to students to track and 
monitor student achievement, thus holding schools accountable. One of the target skills 
assessed by the CRCT high-stakes test is reading. 
For counties such as Washington County, there has been tremendous pressure to 
achieve Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) within this content area. As middle schools 
continue to attempt to meet AYP standards, school officials also refer to eighth-grade reading 
scores as predictors or indicators for potential high school dropouts. Eighth-grade reading 
scores can serve as potential indicators for students, who will drop out of school before twelfth 
grade (Lewin, 2004).  To help ensure AYP status and follow RtI mandates, Washington 
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County implemented the well-known technology-based program known as Read 180 at the 
middle school level. According to Davidson and Miller (2002), there is a need for continued 
research on specific populations of Read 180 students, as well as on variations of program 
implementation. 
It is evident that the implementation level of Read 180 matters in achieving reading gains 
(Admon, 2005). 
Purpose Statement 
 
The purpose of this study is to examine the effectiveness of the Read 180 intervention 
program in promoting student reading achievement for middle school seventh and eighth-
grade participants attending the focus school of this study. As more students continue to 
demonstrate reading difficulties in the general population, school districts are being driven to 
implement effective research-based strategies and interventions to target students at-risk for 
failure.  With the 2004 reauthorization of the federal Individuals with Disabilities Education 
Act (IDEA), states and school districts were given more options for how to evaluate public 
school students for learning deficits (Mellard, 2004).  One of the key reading interventions 
being used, or combined with the RtI process, is the Read180 program. 
This study is designed to investigate how the Read 180 program impacts students’ 
reading achievement.  The research in this study is needed to help document the impact that 
the Read 180 program has on participating students at the focus school of the study, as well as 
identify possible reading gaps based upon gender. There remains to be minimal 
documentation regarding how Read 180 participants’ reading achievement is impacted when 
compared to the school’s non-Read 180 participants.  In addition to a lack of achievement data, 
there is no measureable or comparable data to identify how participant gender influenced 
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reading achievement.  As student reading abilities and high school dropout rates remain to be a 
critical educational issue at a national and local level, it is important to obtain data that the 
middle school and county can use to identify how Read 180 is impacting student reading 
abilities and students at risk for dropping out of school. 
Significance of the Study 
 
As the Response to Intervention model continues to be injected into the education 
culture, school administrators and educators feel the pressures to find creative and effective 
instructional interventions to help struggling and at-risk students improve reading 
achievement.  This overwhelming demand of accountability for student achievement has 
forced the school personnel to comprehend the vital importance of early identification of 
potential students, who may experience less desired reading mastery (Cottle-Willard, 2006).  
Accountability has necessitated the educational community to screen more closely individual 
academic achievement (Cottle- Willard, 2006).  The success of an educational program lies in 
individual student reading achievement (Cottle-Willard, 2006). 
School systems are implementing differentiated instruction, research-based strategies, 
after school programs, and technology-based programs to help support students. To attack the 
reading gap, schools are implementing screening programs, progress monitoring, and tiered 
services to help meet student needs (Johnson, Mellard, & Fuchs, 2006).  Through the RtI 
process, educators are identifying students at-risk of reading or math failures at early stages, so 
that they can be identified as low achievers and receive early interventions.  Children come to 
the classrooms from so many different ability levels and backgrounds, which is why it's 
important to recognize and know what to do to help a struggling reader (Meier & Freck, 2005). 
To overcome growing reading deficits, the Read 180 program has been selected by 
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various elementary and secondary schools to serve as a major intervention requirement of the 
RtI program.  The inventors of the Read 180 program have highlighted their program as a 
design that embodies the elements of the Response to Intervention model. The program 
addresses individual learning styles through adaptive software, interesting literature, and direct 
instruction with reading skills (Nave, 2007). 
This study allows for an opportunity to investigate further exactly how the Read 180 
program impacts students’ achievement beyond just identifying increases and decreases 
between previous and current performance scores on standardized tests. The current research 
aims to investigate how Read 180 impacts reading achievement based upon student gender.  
According to the United States Department of Education (year), boys have consistently scored 
worse than girls in reading for thirty years—all ages, in every year. Two-thirds of special 
education students in high school are boys, and boys are 50 percent more likely than girls to be 
held back in the eighth grade (Family Education Network, 2006).  With such critical data 
regarding gender literacy disparity, it is vital that more research is conducted to study if the 
Read 180 program also improves the reading gap based upon gender. 
The middle school of study and other area middle schools will be able to analyze the 
results of this study to help incorporate data-driven decisions regarding how to implement the 
Read 180 program and their current RtI needs. The findings from this study will also serve as 
a catalyst for potential expansion of the Read 180 program to be utilized at the elementary and 
high school levels, if the data supports a positive correlation between Read 180 reading 
achievement and CRCT reading subtest scores.  If research data indicates a negative 
correlation between CRCT reading subtest scores and student reading achievement within the 
program, then the Read 180 program model at the middle school will be restructured based 
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upon the number of students and their class scheduling. There will be an increase in 
progressive data tracking, which will be used to consult with special education and regular 
education language arts teachers, so that more reinforcement can be received in the area of 
reading. 
Exploring the effectiveness of the Read 180 design is essential to the educational 
setting, because more school districts are purchasing this program and utilizing it as a 
cornerstone for its RtI model.  The Read 180 program has been an educational fixture within 
the primary school of focus since 2008, when it was purchased and utilized for the special 
education department. The program model proves to be the most lucrative and beneficial of 
the interventions implemented by the focus school.  Other programs, such as Voyager Passport 
and Wilson Reading, are available to the middle school; however, the financial and academic 
energy put into the Read 180 program suggests to the school administrators that this program is 
a positive intervention guide that could be adjusted and more beneficial based upon its 
implementation. With such a lengthy investment being linked to the Read 180 program, the 
primary school of focus administrators support the program and identify its scheduling as  
more of a limitation than the actual implementation of the program itself. 
The rationale for assessments lies in research on reading development that indicates 
the importance of basic skills for future success and classroom evidence that early diagnosis 
and remediation of reading difficulties can enhance reading achievement (Paris & Hoffman, 
2004). Tests are designed to enable us to compare the performance of students in a relatively 
efficient way (Koretz, 2008).  By having solid and comparable data, educators can better 
study or review content areas that are identified as weaknesses for students.  Assessments 
function as a communication tool within the classroom. This communication can be for a 
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variety of reasons, such as feedback for resource or program effectiveness, teacher lessons, or 
student comprehension (McAlpine, 2002). 
Research Questions 
This study is designed to answer the following research questions: 
RQ1: Does participation in the Read 180 program have an impact on students’ Georgia 
Criterion Reference Competency Test reading scores when compared to students not 
participating in the program? 
RQ2: Does female gender impact Read 180 participants’ reading achievement on the 
Georgia Criterion Reference Competency Test in reading when compared to female 
participants not enrolled in the Read 180 program? 
RQ3: Does male gender impact Read 180 participants’ reading achievement on the 
Georgia Criterion Reference Competency Test in reading when compared to male participants 
not enrolled in the Read 180 program? 
Hypotheses 
 
The following are the research hypotheses: 
 
H1: There will be no significant difference (as shown by the Georgia Criterion 
Referenced Reading Competency Test) on Read 180 participants’ reading achievement when 
compared to non-Read 180 participants’ reading achievement on the Georgia Criterion 
Reference Competency Test. 
H2:  There will be no significant difference between reading achievement (as shown by 
the Georgia Criterion Referenced Reading Competency Test) of female Read 180 participants 
and female non-Read 180 participants. 
H3:  There will be no significant difference between reading achievement (as shown by 
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the Georgia Criterion Referenced Reading Competency Test) of male Read 180 participants 
and male non-Read 180 participants. 
Identification of Variables 
 
Experimental Group.  The group in a research study that receives the experimental 
treatment (Ary, Jacobs, Razavieth, & Sorenson, 2006). Students who were enrolled in the Read 
180 program served as the experiment group due to the services they received from the Read 
180 program. 
Control Group.  The group in a study that does not receive the experimental 
treatment; it is compared with the experimental group to determine the effects of the treatment 
(Ary et al., 2006).  Students not enrolled within the Read 180 program did not receive any 
treatment from the program, and therefore are identified as the control group of this research 
study. 
Dependent Variable.  A variable that is a consequence of or dependent on the 
independent variable (Ary et al., 2006). The dependent variable within this study is the Read 
180 participants’ reading achievement scores because they are being observed, and the 
outcome of participants’ achievement is dependent on reading achievement scores of students 
who were not enrolled within the Read 180 program. 
Independent Variable. The independent variable is assumed to have a direct effect on 
the dependent variable (Ary et al., 2006). The Read 180 program is the independent variable 
within this study, because the study attempts to explore if the program changes or impacts the 
reading achievement of students enrolled within the program. 
Extraneous Variable.  An uncontrolled variable that may affect the dependent 
variable of the study; its effect may be mistakenly attributed to the independent variable of 
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study. 
Read 180 participants’ gender, grade, and prior reading ability on 2010 Georgia Criterion 
Reference Competency Tess are uncontrollable factors that could impact both the experimental 
and control groups reading achievement outcomes, thus creating data that does not accurately 
reflect achievement data based upon students’ Read 180 program enrollment. 
 
Definitions 
 
Phonemic awareness. Noticing, thinking about, and working with the individual 
sounds in spoken words. Readers must recognize that words are made up of speech sounds or 
phonemes (Keller, 2004). 
Phonics.  Instruction teaching the relationships between letters (graphemes) of written 
language and the individual sounds (phonemes) of language, so that they can be used in 
reading and writing processes (Keller, 2004). 
No Child Left Behind (NCLB).  An Act of the U.S. Congress spearheaded by former 
President George W. Bush, in 2002, to close the achievement gap so that no child is left 
behind academically.  The four key components of this act are: “Stronger accountability for 
positive results, expanded flexibility and local control, expanded options for parents, and an 
emphasis on teaching methods that have been proven to work” (Cooter, 2004). 
Lexile.  A common metric used to measure reading ability and text difficulty.  The 
Lexile Framework® is a research-proven method developed by MetaMetrics for evaluating 
reading levels.  The system has been aligned to various national norm-referenced tests, 
including the CRCT used by Georgia middle schools. Scholastic Reading Inventory reports 
student outcomes using the Lexile format.  Average grade-level gain is defined as 50 Lexiles 
(Scholastic, 2005b). 
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Scholastic Reading Inventory.  Reading assessment program which provides 
immediate, actionable data on students’ reading levels and growth over time.  It provides 
educators with differentiated instruction, creates meaningful interventions, forecasts growth 
toward grade-level state tests, and demonstrates accountability. 
Response to Intervention.  A program that uses assessments to target students who are 
at risk of failure and who receive intense one-on-one instruction designed to accelerate their 
growth; intervention can be any special experience designed to enhance the academic 
functioning of a student (Royer, 2005). 
AYP. Adequate Yearly Progress is a measure of year-to-year student achievement on 
statewide assessments (Georgia Department of Education, 2009). 
CRCT.  The Criterion Reference Criterion Test is designed to measure how well 
students acquire the skills and knowledge described in the Georgia Performance Standards 
(GPS). The assessments yield information on academic achievement at the student, class, 
school, system, and state levels. This information is used to diagnose individual student 
strengths and weaknesses as related to the instruction of the GPS, and to gauge the quality of 
education throughout Georgia (Georgia Department of Education, 2009). 
At-Risk Student.  Historically, “at-risk” labeling meant any student who did not match 
the dominant white student cultural profile, for which the school setting was designed.  This 
included non-white students, single-parent students, and students with conflicting appearances, 
languages, cultures, and so forth. Research has shown this definition to many students falsely 
and to fail to identify even more students, at all. These students are usually low academic 
achievers, who exhibit low self-esteem. Disproportionate numbers of these students are males 
and minorities (Hixson, 1990). 
24 
 
Struggling Reader.  A student or adolescent who appears to be at-risk, 
underachieving, unmotivated, and unsuccessful in school literacy activities, including English 
Language Learners and those diagnosed with reading disabilities (Alvermann, 2001). 
Common Core State Standards.  These standards define the knowledge and skills 
students should have within their K-12 education careers, so that they will graduate high 
school and be able to succeed in entry-level, credit-bearing academic college courses, as well 
as in workforce training programs. The standards are aligned with college and work 
expectations; are clear, understandable and consistent; include rigorous content and application 
of knowledge through high-order skills; build upon strengths and lessons of current state 
standards; and are informed by other top-performing countries, so that all students are prepared 
to succeed in our global economy. 
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CHAPTER TWO: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
 
Introduction 
 
In 1983, the “A Nation at Risk” report was created to spark change in a fledgling 
American educational system. Creators of the “A Nation at Risk” report revealed that America 
was at risk of losing its unchallenged preeminence in commerce, industry, science, and 
technology innovation to its foreign competitors (Denning, 1983). How could the world’s most 
powerful and influential country be at risk?  The enemy that threatened America, and continues 
today, is illiteracy. 
At that time, it was reported that twenty-three million adult Americans were functionally 
illiterate, based upon simple everyday tests (Denning, 1983).  Once a country prided on 
providing the tools for people to achieve the American dream, America’s promise to educate 
and nurture the individual mind and spirit seemed lost.  The “higher order” intellectual skills, 
which should be developed by seventeen years of age, were underdeveloped. Close to forty 
percent of seventeen-year-olds could not draw inferences, while only 1/5 of the population 
could comprise a persuasive essay (Denning, 1983). 
It was evident that, in 1983, America was under attack.  The attack was entitled “mis- 
education.” A continuous decline in aptitude achievement scores spiked the needs for 
colleges/universities and military programs to extend remedial reading and mathematics 
courses to American students.  The growth of remedial reading and math courses triggered 
concerns regarding future generations being disbursed into society scientifically, 
technologically, and academically illiterate. This report urged for change in how education is 
instilled within students.  The basis for the change stemmed from content, expectation, time, 
teaching, and leadership constructs that help define the educational system.  Creators of the “A 
26 
 
Nation at Risk” report thought corrective measures should be taken to strengthen and 
reinvigorate high school graduation requirements, while the middle school years should be 
redesigned to prepare students for high school English courses.  Instead of lowering student 
expectations, grades should reflect academic achievement and not effort.  More than half of the 
nation’s elementary, middle, and high school students are reading below the proficiency level.  
In a recent report by the Annie E. Casey Foundation, one out of three students scored "below 
basic" on the 2009 National Assessment of Education Progress (NAEP) Reading Test (Casey, 
2010).  On the 2009 NAEP Reading Test, about 26 percent of eighth graders and 27 percent of 
twelfth graders scored below the "basic" level, and only 32 percent of eighth graders and 38 
percent of twelfth graders are performing at or above grade level (Casey, 2010). 
The inability to read and write proficiently correlates to behavior problems, truancy, and, 
all too often, dropping out of school (Slackman & Trabucchi, 2006). Students are required to 
meet statewide standards for promotion from grades 3, 5, 8, and high school graduation (North 
Carolina State Board of Education, 2011).  The standards, also called gateways, will ensure that 
students are working at grade level in reading, writing, and mathematics before being promoted 
to the next grade (North Carolina State Board of Education, 2011). By testing students at 
critical grade levels, such as third, fifth, and eighth, educators increase the chances of targeting 
students with reading deficits.  Longitudinal data, information collected and accumulated over 
time, permit(s) educators to follow the progress of individual students as they progress from 
grade to grade (Jerald, 2006). By testing students at specific grade levels, educators can monitor 
the reading, academic, and motivational success of students. Testing students as a means of 
progressive monitoring is an intervention to preventing low readers from dropping out of 
school. 
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Educators can also utilize homework and other assignments that are meaningful and 
challenging, and that require effective study and work skills that reflect classroom instruction. 
Educators should be trained in their content area, and they must demonstrate an aptitude for 
teaching, while continuously participating in professional development courses. Professional 
development must go beyond observation forms.  Professional development should be ongoing 
and provide professional learning communities where teachers interact with their colleagues 
and ensure ongoing support from coaches and administrative staff (Joyce & Showers, 2002).  
By providing meaningful and in-depth professional development opportunities, the chance of 
really affecting teaching and learning increases dramatically to nearly 90% (Joyce & Showers, 
2002). 
While revealing to the nation the educational problems that existed, and by providing 
the tools and answers to correct the on-growing illiteracy battle within the country, where does 
the nation stand and what innovations have arisen to meet the needs of the students twenty-five 
years later?  The demand to educate students using effective, innovative, and engaging 
instructional methods remains to be a timeless issue as these questions and instructional 
methods continue to evolve, but yet remain a concern. 
Teachers need to be able to create an engaging learning environment, implement 
research-based instructional strategies, augment student motivation to learn, and offer 
opportunities to use literacy across the curriculum (Meltzer, Smith, & Clark, 2001). The 
responsibility for ensuring that teachers meet high-performance expectations rests on many 
shoulders:  while teacher preparation programs must give teachers an adequate foundation, 
ongoing professional development must deepen teachers’ skills and keep them current 
(Malhoit, 2005). Education is a state responsibility; consequently, state and local governments 
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provide more than 90% of the funding for K-12 public education (Education Commission of 
the United States, 2011).  Testing in the United States has increased dramatically in the past 
twenty-five years and is now a cornerstone of education practice (Paris & Hoffman, 2004). 
The creators of the No Child Left Behind Act mandate annual testing of reading in grades 
three through eight and increased assessment for students in grades K through three with 
priorities of increased accountability and achievement (Paris & Hoffman, 2004). This goal 
has revamped education throughout the years as more emphasis has been placed on the 
increasing failures of middle school and high school students’ academic performances and 
scores at the local and national levels.  The No Child Left Behind Act created "enormous 
changes," such as increases in the percentages of students expected to be proficient in reading 
and math, the implementation of more rigorous tests, and increased expectations for students 
with disabilities (Haug, 2010). 
The 1983 “A Nation at Risk” report indicated that twenty-three million American adults 
were functionally illiterate, while thirteen percent of seventeen-year-olds were to be considered 
functionally illiterate as well (Denning, 1983). The1983 report indicated that the scientific and 
technological illiteracy would serve as an indicator of dismal employment prospects in the age of 
information, developing with the use of computers. The results of the study also indicated 
inadequacies in expectations, time, content, and teaching. This alarming report produced many 
reform efforts by lawmakers to improve the academic institution for American education. 
In attempts to solve the educational issues recognized in the 1983 “A Nation at Risk” 
report, educational lawmakers reviewed previous laws and implemented new reforms over the 
years, potentially to eliminate the ongoing educational crisis.  In 1987, following the 1983 “A 
Nation at Risk” report, the Southern Regional Educational Board created the “High Schools 
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that Work” program.  This program was a research-proven strategy-based implementation that 
focused on transforming public high schools into places where all students can learn (Southern 
Regional Educational Board, 2012). There were ten key practices designed to make the 
program effective and help correct the problems stated in the “A Nation at Risk Report.” High 
expectations, program study, academic studies, career/technical studies, work-based learning, 
collaboration, engagement, guidance, excess assistance, and cultural empowerment were all 
elements embedded into the program (Southern Regional Educational Board, 2012).  The 
“High School that Works” initiative has used assessment scores, transcript data, and survey 
information to keep track of the progress being made by the schools in the consortium 
(Kauffman, Bradby, & Teitelbaum, 2000). 
In 1990, the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act was introduced to replace the 
Education of the Handicapped Act.  The 1990 Individuals with Disabilities Education Act 
focused on educating student sub-groups with disabilities within the general educational 
setting. To incorporate this reform successfully, supplementary aids and individualized 
educational plans were created and implemented, with close monitoring, by both the general 
and special education teachers (Driscoll & Nagel, 2008). The 1983 “A Nation at Risk” report 
focused on the sub-par education of American students. However, the reform efforts following 
the 1983 report spawned acts that targeted not only sub-groups, but also collective educational 
populations. One of the first educational gestures made by various educational systems was 
the implementation of standards-based education systems.  Early adopters of this approach in 
the late 1980s and early 1990s often produced content standards that were not very clear, 
specific, or academically rigorous (Spelling, 2008).  With a new focus being shifted toward 
curriculum, content standards began to take the shape that we see today—clearer, grade-level 
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specific, and more academically challenging (Spelling, 2008).  Creating tests and adopting 
textbooks that aligned with the content standards also became a priority for providing 
improved content. 
The Education Reform Act was introduced in 1993 to help equalize funding for all 
school districts, thus leveling the educational field between lower and higher income school 
districts. The primary goals or focus of this reform act were to create a set of curriculum 
frameworks that challenged educators and to introduce student learning that complemented 
aligned assignments. The state’s role changed to incorporate consistent curriculum frameworks 
and holding schools accountable for student performance.  Because the Massachusetts 
Education Reform Act was designed to be a systemic reform of education, all of the various 
state activities and policies needed to fit together into a coherent whole, based on state 
educational standards (Driscoll, Berger, & Hambleton, 2005).  The Education Reform Act of 
1993 was established to help create effective guidelines for educators to utilize school budgets 
effectively, while providing a more rigorous curriculum framework and accountability guides.  
It laid out the concept of a minimum budget necessary for each district to adequately educate 
all students (Driscoll, Berger, & Hambleton, 2005). 
Since the implementation of the Education Reform Act of 1993, education reform has 
been successful in raising the achievement of students in previously low-spending districts 
(Ansel, Downes, & Zabel, 2009). The Education Act of 1993 has forced states to double their 
investment in local aid to schools, while also holding local entities accountable by creating 
standards and assessments to measure the progress of students (Ansel et al., 2009). These 
standards have become national models of rigor and quality. The legislation instructed the 
Board of Education to develop curriculum frameworks and other standards to support local 
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districts’ implementation of standards through alignment of curriculum and instruction.  
Further, MERA mandated the creation of a set of accountability measures that made it possible 
to track student progress towards those standards and that gave educators the data to guide and 
measure their own improvement efforts (Ansel et al., 2009). 
Frameworks have been developed in arts, English language arts, foreign languages, 
health, mathematics, history/social science, and science/technology/engineering (Driscoll, 
Berger, & Hambleton, 2005).  With the demanding components of a new curriculum 
framework guide, educators were also required to create assessments for student learning 
based on the frameworks.  The new curriculum also specified a competency determination as a 
requirement for graduation (Driscoll et al., 2005).  Policy makers have been able to learn from 
past  experience in order to better structure school finance or accountability reforms, due to the 
accountability efforts of the Education Reform Act of 1993 (Carnoy & Loeb, 2003; Braun, 
2004). States have modified their financial systems and academic accountability systems to 
cater to their student population, but the Education Reform Act of 1993 has been a baseline for 
state agencies to build an educational foundation (Downes, 2004). 
In 1994, President Bill Clinton introduced the Improving America’s School Act.  This 
act serves as an amendment to the 1965 Elementary and Secondary Act. Funds appropriated 
under subsection (d) of the Act can be used to support nationally significant programs and 
projects to improve the quality of education, assist all students in meeting challenging state-
content standards and challenging state student-performance standards; and contribute to the 
achievement of the National Education Goals (Brown, 2005).  Under this Act, educational 
funds can be used to help develop or supply teachers with assessments to help support ongoing 
student assessment, provide professional development training, and enhance community and 
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parental involvement. 
The Improving America’s School Act of 1994 was a precursor established by former 
President Clinton’s administration to help project its second phase of reforming the 1965 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965. This Act mandated that states receiving 
Title I funding impose content standards and performance requirements for poor and 
underachieving students in reading, language arts, and math (Office of the General 
Commission, 2004). The Improving America’s School Act of 1994 allowed for states to create 
required annual yearly progress (AYP) mandates that were not then controlled by federal 
standards.  In addition, states had to disaggregate tests based upon several categories, including 
race, language, and disability (Office of the General Commission, 2004).  These mandates 
were later heightened and restructured to become major components of the “No Child Left 
Behind Act.” 
The Goals 2000: Educate America Act, Pub. L. 103-227, became law on March 31, 
1994. Title I of the Act defined a set of eight National Education Goals, and the rest of the law 
was intended to provide a framework for meeting those goals by year 2000 (Brown, 2005). 
The eight main objectives under the Goals 2000 Act include school readiness, school 
competition, student achievement, teacher education, adult literacy, safe schools, and parental 
participation (Brown, 2005). The guidelines for the Goals 2000 Act emphasized several key 
components that reflected the eight objectives that were being implemented to help reform 
education (Brown, 2005). Within the Act, children will have access to high-quality and 
developmentally appropriate preschool programs that help prepare children for school, the 
Nation must dramatically reduce its school dropout rate, and 75 percent of the students who do 
drop out will successfully complete a high school degree or its equivalent; and the gap in high 
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school graduation rates between American students from minority backgrounds and their non-
minority counterparts will be eliminated (Brown, 2005). 
In addition, other objective components stipulate that the academic performance of all 
students at the elementary and secondary level will increase significantly in every quartile, and 
the distribution of minority students in each quartile will more closely reflect the student 
population as a whole (Brown, 2005).  The Goals 2000 Act also focused on teacher 
professional development classes being offered to help make science and mathematics 
education superior academic achievements for students (Brown, 2005).  Lastly, making schools 
safe and drug free was concluded within the Act (Brown, 2005). 
However, in 2001, former President George W. Bush implemented the “No Child Left 
Behind Act,” which proved to be a major reform component of American education. The No 
Child Left Behind Act proposed for educators to be held more accountable for student 
performances, as well as the implementation of best practices instructional strategies to 
enhance and improve student achievement in all subject areas, but with a special emphasis on 
reading. The new accountability effort spawned by the No Child Left Behind Act had a ripple 
effect on the educational system and caused the reform of the Individuals with Disabilities 
Education Act (IDEA) of 1997.  In efforts to reflect the mandates of the “No Child Left Behind 
Act,” reformers of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act of 2004 focused on 
improving the reading discrepancies by designing a reading program or model that would 
allow educators to identify struggling readers and students with learning disabilities as an effort 
to narrow the achievement gaps in American education. 
In 2004, the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act reformers introduced the RtI 
program to the educational world.  To help improve the standards of the American educational 
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system, educational reformers and lawmakers required all school districts to implement an RtI 
model.  The RtI program focuses on identification and quality instruction as a way to deflate 
the increasing rise of illiterate students.  In an effort to improve quality instruction and enhance 
educator accountability for students, the creators of the RtI program aim to connect educators 
with instructional strategies and programs that have been proven to be the best research-based 
instructional strategies in regards to increasing reading achievement. 
One of the most widely used Response to Intervention instructional programs being 
implemented at the middle school level is the Read 180 program model.  Many school districts 
in states such as Massachusetts, Texas, Florida, Georgia, and Oregon are implementing the 
Read 180 program as their primary instructional tool to bridge the reading gap for students 
participating in the Response to Intervention program (Shawgo, 2005). Studies conducted in 
the Los Angeles Unified School District of English Language Learner students revealed that 
students using the Read 180 program gained more than three Normal Curve Equivalents in 
comparison to students not using the Read 180 program.  These latter mentioned students’ 
scores decreased by approximately seven Normal Curve Equivalent scores (Shawgo, 2005).  
The Normal Curve Equivalent is a way of measuring where a student falls along a normal 
reading curve (Shawgo, 2005). Use of the Read 180 program continues as reports and studies 
surface of growing school- wide success. The Council of Great Schools, which includes 
schools from Boston, Dallas, Houston, and Columbus, indicated that student reading scores 
significantly increased on the Stanford-9 by 22.94 scale points, in comparison with non-users 
scoring 17.24 scale points (Shawgo, 2005). 
Research suggests that the Read 180 program has been successful in helping at-risk 
students improve their reading skills (Scholastic, 2004). Data from the Massachusetts 
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Comprehensive Assessment System English Language Arts (MCAS ELA) and Northwest 
Evaluation Measures of Academic Progress (NWEAMAP) were collected from Read 180 
students during the 2008-2009 school year (Scholastic, 2011).  Reports revealed that Read 180 
students demonstrated measurable gains on the MCAS ELA from 2008-2009. Students from 
this study experienced an overall fifty percent increase on their Performance Level by more 
than one category (Scholastic, 2011).  In 2009-2010, the Osceola School District reported that 
more than 55percent of all Read 180 participants surpassed the Developmental Scale Score on 
the Florida Comprehensive Assessment Test (Scholastic, 2009).  The Developmental Scale 
Scores are used to determine and interpret student learning gains across grade levels, subject 
areas, and school years (FLDOE, 2011).  A similar study out of California revealed that the 
Colton Joint Unified School District 9th grade Read 180 participants made significant reading 
improvements during the 2008-2009 school year (Scholastic, 2009). The students’ reading 
gains were measured by the California Standards Test of English Language Arts Reading Test 
(CSTELA). Data indicated that average CSTELA scale scores changed from 254 to 280, a 
significant difference of 26 scale points (Scholastic, 2009). 
These findings, along with the mandates from the No Child Left Behind Act, fuel the 
question regarding the effectiveness of the Read 180 program in relation to the RtI model. The 
Read 180 program and the RtI model are highlighted as effective instructional tools that are 
bridging the reading achievement gap for middle school students.  In previous years it had 
been reported that 25% of the students arriving in ninth grade were unable to read well enough 
to take high school courses, let alone rigorous courses to prepare them for college (Lewin, 
2004, p.11). The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) has measured reading 
achievement of children ages eight, twelve, and eighteen for the past thirty years (Moats, 
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2001).  It was reported that approximately 42% of fourth graders scored below the basic level 
in overall reading skills on the NAEP (Moats, 2001).  With such reports surfacing within the 
educational community 
regarding students’ low-level reading achievements, educational lawmakers and reformers saw 
the need not only to establish accountability measures in more school systems, but also to create 
productive academic goals for school systems to implement. 
With the Read 180 program being a celebrated instructional tool for the RtI model in 
regards to bridging the reading achievement gap, it is imperative that further research is 
conducted in regards to the outcome of student reading achievements on state accountability 
assessments enforced by the No Child Left Behind Act.  If the Read 180 program is proving to 
be an effective instructional tool for the RtI model, then middle school students who are 
participating in the program should be able to meet state accountability requirements for 
reading at the middle-school level. 
Conceptual or Theoretical Framework 
 
This study is designed to explore a concept of reading intervention derived from 
educational reformers and lawmakers. The root of this intervention model focuses on using 
scientifically proven research instruction combined with technology to improve the reading 
comprehension ability of students identified as at-risk for academic and accountability 
assessment failure in reading.  Despite ongoing research that investigates the impact of the 
Read 180 program on student reading achievement, this study is designed to investigate 
possible correlations between student performances in the Read 180 program and the CRCT 
reading test. Criterion Reference Competency Test scores in reading were compared to 
determine if there are positive or negative correlations between the Read 180 program and 
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student achievement.  The National Assessment of Educational Progress report shows that 34 
percent of fourth-grade students perform below basic levels in reading (National Assessment 
of Educational Progress, National Center for Educational Statistics, & Institute of Education 
Sciences, 2007). Such 
research statistics fueled a mandated reading intervention concept as an increase of students at 
the elementary level proceed to middle school with late-emerging reading difficulties and 
disabilities that are not identifiable by early screening assessments (Compton, Fuchs, Fuchs, 
Elleman, & Gilbert, 2008). 
Educational reformers have incorporated the RtI concept as a way to help at-risk 
students. At–risk students are students who are not experiencing success in school and are 
potential dropouts; these students are typically low academic achievers who stem from low 
socioeconomic status families, low incomes, and minority status (Donnelly, 1987). RtI 
specifically targets early reading problems (McMaster, Fuchs, Fuchs, & Compton, 2005; 
O’Connor, 2000; Vaughn, 
Linan-Thompson, & Hickman, 2003; Vellutino et al., 1996). 
 
The RtI program is a reflection of the Reading First program, also implemented by RtI 
policy makers (Fuchs & Fuchs, 2006). This combination has led to schools being mandated to 
use scientific knowledge to guide the selection of core curricula and to use valid screening 
measures and progress monitoring to identify and help struggling readers (Fuchs & Fuchs, 
2006). As this is a major component of RtI, it is imperative that schools inject their reading 
curriculum with the use of technology as a way to meet the standards of RtI. 
Computers can present a variety of phonemic awareness practice activities and provide 
feedback to students and reports to teachers about student progress (NEIRTEC, 2004). 
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Educational researchers and practitioners alike assert that technologies for learning are likely 
to be found useful based on the ways in which they are used as tools for learning (Holum & 
Gahala, 2001). A study conducted in the Netherlands noted that primary school children who 
received phonemic awareness instruction through a software application significantly 
outperformed classmates who received no instruction, and performed on par with or slightly 
below a group of classmates who worked directly with the teacher during this time (NEIRTEC, 
2004).  Data concluded that students receiving instruction from both the teacher and the 
computer improved significantly more than those students who worked only with the teacher, 
indicating that the computer could be effective as a supplement to the teacher (NEIRTEC, 
2004).  In a research study conducted by the Rockman Group, data supported the positive 
effect on the reading and writing skills of students utilizing technology in the classroom 
(Rockmon, 2000). The capabilities have a more positive impact on at-risk students 
(NEIRTEC, 2004). Research conducted by Nicolson, Fawcett, and Nicolson (2000) revealed 
that distinct groups of students who otherwise would not have responded to teacher reading 
intervention, but are using software, made significant reading gains. The potential success 
offered by fusing technology with reading instruction has spawned a massive integration of the 
technology-based intervention program, known as Read 180, with the mandated RtI model to 
increase reading achievement amongst at- risk students. 
The cognitive theory is based upon the idea that learning comes about as a result of 
processes related to experiences, perceptions, memory, and overtly verbal thinking (Pajares, 
2002). The cognitive theory remains to be a forerunner in educational development due to the 
five recognizable themes associated with the cognitive theory (Graves, 2004). According to 
Graves (2004), the five cognitive themes include:  schema theory, interactive reading model, 
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constructivism, reader response, and sociocultural.  Even though the cognitive development 
theory remains decentralized, Jean Piaget continues to be the most influential theorist 
surrounding the cognitive theory.  His research towards the cognitive theory has been able to 
help other theorists and researchers, such as Graves (2004), to explore and implement the 
cognitive theory in other theoretical avenues such as the constructivist theory. 
The constructivist theory is a belief that learners create their own understanding based 
upon interactions and the context of the interaction (Draper, 2002). This theory has been the 
foundation for the Read 180 program and the research surrounding it.  Constructivism 
recognizes that experience and environment impacts how learners learn and that language is a 
critical component of education (Larochelle, Bednarz, & Garrison, 1998). With varied 
concepts and ideas placed upon the constructivist theory, there remain differing aspects, 
including the role of human social interaction versus that of the individual learner, in the 
construction of knowledge (Philips, 1965). 
Read 180 creator Ted Hasselbring and researchers with the Cognition and Technology 
Group designed the Read 180 model based upon the concepts of situated cognition theory. 
The situated cognition theory involves learning by doing and addressing real problems.  
Researchers such as Brown, Collins, and Dugard (1998) established that cognitive 
apprenticeship supports learning in a domain by enabling students to acquire, develop, and use 
cognitive tools in authentic domain activity.  Situated cognition has been supported by 
anthropology and sociocultural studies completed to help expand the theory.  According to 
Whitson and Kirscher (1998), anthropological and sociocultural traditions that inform situated 
cognition theorizing are predisposed to take this same commonsense notion of situation as 
fundamental to inquiry. 
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Hasselbring and his Vanderbilt research group explored the relationship between 
situated cognition theory and their implementation of anchored instruction. Anchored 
instruction allows students to solve problems by applying skills in class with connections to 
students’ prior knowledge (Moore, Reith, & Ebeling, 2003).  Of the two concepts, the 
Vanderbilt Group found that situated cognition was a useful framework that emphasizes the 
importance of focusing on everyday cognition, authentic tasks, and the value of in-text 
apprenticeship training (Moore et al., 2003).  The foundation for the situated cognition theory 
is based upon the concept that information transforms to knowledge in context-authentic 
learning. The implementation and utilization of curriculum-based videos and technologies 
within the Read 180 program helps to establish background knowledge for building mental 
models to enhance comprehension skills is rooted within the situated cognition theory 
(Scholastic, 2004). 
The situated constructivist theory that has been grounded within the Read 180 
instructional concept imposes the more traditional framework that has been used to guide 
reading instruction.  According to Willis (1995), the pull-out concept is based upon reading 
specialists providing direct instruction and repetition to ten to fifteen students.  This practice 
reflects concepts and ideas based upon the behaviorist theory.  According to Skinner, the 
behaviorist theory involves classroom management, rote memorization, drill, and practice 
(Woolfolk, 2010). Under the reading pull-out model, comprehension is viewed as a skill that 
can be divided or targeted into sub-skills such sequencing, predicting outcomes, decoding, 
conclusions, cause and effect, and main idea (Dole, Duffy, Roehler, & Pearson, 1991).  While 
the reading pull-out method centers around the behaviorist theory, the research foundation for 
the Read 180 instructional method draws on visual representation, information, and mental 
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building (Kamil, Intrator, & Kim, 2000). 
Literacy Issues and Concerns within the Educational System 
 
Since the release of the “A Nation at Risk” report, the American educational system has 
been scrutinized in regards to its failed attempts to increase the literacy rate amongst its 
students. In 2002 it was reported by the National Assessment for Educators (NAEP) that two 
out of three American eighth graders were not proficient in reading (Alliance for Excellent 
Education, 2003). When students fail to meet the proficiency level in reading, it translates that 
these students struggle with providing details and examples to support themes and could not 
explain the purpose or meaning of a practical passage (Ayers, 2004). 
When students are identified as being in the lower portion of the reading achievement 
scale, these students have a higher probability of dropping out of high school, with minimal 
reading skills.  Much emphasis has been placed on the high school dropout rate, but as more 
reports continue to surface among the educational community, concerns regarding reading 
achievement have started to grow at the college level. Of students entering college, 53% had 
to take remedial classes before entering freshman level courses (Ayers, 2004). 
Illiteracy at the college level is an increasing concern. As students graduate from high 
school and proceed to two-year colleges and four-year institutions, it is expected that their 
secondary educational years provided them with grade-level reading skills and instructions that 
could continue to post-secondary learning.  America’s high schools are not preparing many of 
their students for the demands of both college and the modern workforce.  Weak curricula, 
vague standards, and lack of alignment between high school content and the expectations of 
colleges and employers result in the need for remediation (Alliance for Excellent Education, 
2006).  It is becoming evident that more college freshmen are being forced to enroll in remedial 
42 
 
reading and writing courses.  Analyses of students’ preparation for college-level work show the 
weakness of core skills, such as basic study habits and the ability to understand and manage 
complicated material.  The lack of preparation is also apparent in multiple subject areas; of 
college freshmen taking remedial courses, 35 percent were enrolled in math, 23 percent in 
writing, and twenty percent in reading (NCES, 2004b).  In 2000, more than forty of entering 
freshmen at two-year colleges, and about a quarter of entering freshmen at four–year 
institutions, enrolled in at least one remedial course, as reported by the National Center for 
Education Statistics (Hammer, 2003). This concern has prompted education reformers to 
develop and enforce such laws as the No Child Left Behind Act to help strengthen primary and 
secondary educational schools in hopes that graduates will be prepared for post-secondary 
education. 
The “A Nation at Risk” Report and the No Child Left Behind Act were educational 
reforms that were centered on saving American education and students by strengthening 
primary and secondary school systems.  As more students matriculate through secondary 
schools, there remains a concern for the literacy rate amongst students. Unfortunately, the 
number of people who are either completely or functionally illiterate continues to grow (Rohr, 
2007). According to the National Center for Educational Statistics (2003), approximately 30 
million American adults had below basic prose literacy, 27 million had below basic document 
literacy, and 46 million had below basic quantitative literacy (Rohr, 2007).  In 2006, it was 
reported that only seventy percent of students entering high school would graduate (Greene & 
Winters, 2006). This is one of the lowest graduation rates amongst industrialized countries.  
Of the number of students graduating and continuing to pursue a post-secondary education, 
only 35% are academically prepared for post-secondary education, thus resulting in remedial 
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courses (Greene & Winters, 2006). According to ACT statistics, only half of the high school 
juniors and seniors taking the ACT college entrance exam were prepared for college-level 
reading assignments in such subject areas as English, history, and math (ACT, 2006). 
Students who have become a part of the criminal justice system have been linked to 
having negative school experiences and below average academic achievement (Archwamety & 
Katsiyannis, 2000; Foley, 2001; Kollhoff, 2002; Leone, Meisel, & Drakeford, 2002). These 
negative experiences and mediocre academic abilities amongst juveniles confined to 
imprisonment have been linked to high-rates of illiteracy (Baltodano, Harris, & Rutherford, 
2005; Coulter, 2004; Drakeford, 2002; Malmgren & Leon, 2000). A national survey based 
upon juvenile correctional facilities report that, on average, 34% of youth in correctional 
facilities have been diagnosed with a learning disability stemming from reading development 
issues (Quinn, Rutherford, Leone, Osher, & Poirier, 2005).  Because these youth experienced 
academic difficulties in reading, these youth are at-risk for academic delays, which could 
result in increased inappropriate behaviors that will increase their chances of incarceration. 
With increasing incarceration, these youth are endangered of prolonged illiteracy (Harris et al., 
2006). Illiteracy concerns amongst the primary and secondary schools extend in various 
pathways that could have devastating and lasting implications on America and its youth. 
Middle School Challenges and Issues 
 
Middle school challenges and issues.  At the middle school level, there is not an issue 
with identifying struggling readers within the classroom. According to Broaddus and Ivey 
(2000), the posing problem was not being able to create productive solutions to help these 
students achieve reading proficiency.  As these struggling readers continued, research proved 
that these students began to resist and ultimately reject any forms of reading or academic 
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instruction as they progressed throughout the academic school year.  Based upon continual 
research by Broaddus and Ivey (2000), struggling readers need to be exposed to reading 
intervention programs that have a responsive literacy environment with individual assessment 
and instruction, comprehension skills instruction, and extended time with relevant texts. 
As more students continue to be identified as struggling readers, research shows that 
these readers have gaps in targeted areas such as guided reading, comprehension, and 
vocabulary (Snow, Burns, & Griffin, 1999).  The reading achievement results for middle 
school students reveal a very slow increase for adolescent reading.  There is now a continuous 
push to teach literacy across the content areas, but a vast majority of middle and high school 
educators believe and support literacy education at the elementary level (Kamil, 2003). As 
students matriculate, educators are concerned with students’ decrease in motivation for 
reading, as reading difficulty increases more at the middle and high school levels. 
According to Guthrie (2000), motivation in reading can be defined as the cluster of 
personal goals, values, and beliefs with regard to the topics, processes, and outcomes of 
reading that an individual possesses. This correlates with a student’s desire for engaging in 
more outside classroom reading, which often pertains to engaging topics of interests such as 
sports, video games, and popular culture.  It is evident that struggling readers respond to 
particular contexts and relationships that help construct students’ literacy identities (Gee, 
2001).  In a study conducted by Smith and Wilhelm (2002), the types of literacy with which 
young males were engaged in their lives were not supported in the classroom environment, 
thus limiting the connection and motivation for students to read. 
Struggling adolescent readers view reading as functional and approach reading as a 
skill and chore.  Poor middle school readers do not possess the strategies necessary to 
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comprehend text. Without these strategies, these students develop reading boundaries and 
give up easily on reading tasks (Spear-Swerling, 2004).  This negative approach towards 
reading drastically deflates students’ motivational levels for reading.  If middle school 
students are not motivated to read, research indicates that they will not benefit from reading 
instruction (Kamil, 2003, p.8). 
To engage the middle school reader better and enhance the literacy rate, the “look and 
say method,” which relies on memorizing and recognizing words on-sight, must be revamped 
or eliminated (Unknown, 2007).  Based upon primary and elementary educational studies, 
cognitivists have identified connections between the early inability of young children to isolate 
and identify distinct sounds, or “phonemes,” in spoken English and their failure to develop 
automaticity in word recognition to secondary illiteracy and a host of social and life problems 
in the upper grades (Adams, 1990; Juel, 1988).  With such impeding issues, more researchers 
are aware of the secondary student’s struggle in school to be the result of their continuous 
inability to keep up with the curriculum past the primary grades (Adams, 1990; Juel, 1988; 
Scarbrough, 2001; Stanovich, 1986). 
The National Assessment of Educational Progress continues to report that the 
percentage of American children who are able to read well has not improved at all in the last 
twenty-five years (Unknown, 2007).  These numbers continue to be fueled by the needed 
improvements in reading education at the lower elementary levels, and this need bleeds over 
into the secondary education levels. 
It is critical for children to receive instruction in phonological and alphabetic skills and 
to learn to apply that knowledge to decoding words (Moats, 2002).  It is imperative that a strong 
reading foundation is built at the lower elementary level, because once these students fall behind 
